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REMARKS 

The Examiner rejected claims 10-25 and 27-30 under 3! i UM. §112. . J^ P^ 
The Examiner rejected claims 10, 1 1, 14, 16, 20, 24, and 27-29 under 35 U.S.C. §l02(b) 

as allegedly being anticipated by Nishimura et al. (USPAT 5604380, Nishimura). 

C Exliner rejected claims 10, 17-19 and 30 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as allegedly 

boini? anticipated by BCozono (USPAT 5619070). . 

bemt, ^^Lantacr rejected claims 12 and 25 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 

unpatentable over Nishimura as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of Chen et al. 

(lJSPA The 4 £l^ claim 13 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly ^ ^ 
over Nishimura as applied to claim 1 0 above, and further in view of Nishino el al. (USPAT 

558638 Uif£Lr rejected claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. {103(a) as .allegedly being ;*gg**> 
over Nishimura as applied to claim 10 above, and wither in view of Ichinose et al. (USPAT 
5681402, Ichmo^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ „^uMe 

over Nishimura as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of Robeson et al. (GB PAT 

22975 °Thet e a,2er rejected claims 22 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Nishimura as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of one of ordmaty 

SkU1 ^ AppTcants traverse the §112, §102 and §103 rejections with the following arguments. 
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^'SS^SS^s 10-25 and 27-30 under 35 U.S C. ,1 , 2, second 1 „, 

As a first rejection with respect to claims 10, 28, and 29, the Lxam.ner alleged that the 
claim "recites the limitation "the following steps" in the first line of the 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of this office action 
"ihe following steps" will be considered -steps-." ^w,!,, 
As a second rejection with respect to claims 10, 28, and 29, the Examiner alleged mat the 
claim "recites the limitation "the indicated order" in the second line of the claim. There is 
insuiricient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. No order has been indicated in the 
claims. Therefore, no order will be considered.... It should be noted that an indicated sequential 
order implies that there is a definite order claimed. Such order is characterized by something to 
the effect of "...a first step of...a second step of..." or "...after forming..." or "...after providing... 
and all steps would fit somewhere into the order." 

In response, Applicants contend that the rejection of claims 10-25 and 27-30 under 35 
U S C §112, second paragraph is moot in light of the amendment herein which deletes the 
phrase "performed in the indicated sequential order" from claims 1 0, 28, and 29. 
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35U.S.C.610 2 

Nishii mira 


— *Thc Examiner rejected claims 10, 11, 14, 16,20. 24, and 27-29 u«dcr35 U.S^C. §l02(b 
as allegSTyS anticipated by Nishimura et al . (USPAT 5604380, Nishimura). The Examiner 
a leges that "Nishimura discloses in figure 2a a method for forming an electrons slmcturc 
N Sura discloses in figure 2a providmg a metallic plate (3) such that all cx*nor sur ees of 
the metallic plated arc exposed. Nishimura discloses in figure 2a forming a rmncnJ layer (4 on 
the metallic State. Nishimura discloses in figure 2a forming an adhesion promoter layer (5) on the 

because Nishimura et al. does not teach each and every feature of ^ms 1^2Mnd2?^or 
e amp e NbnTmura docs not teach "providing a metallic plate such ttpdranST^cSj^ 
Sc'IZ exposed to an ambient atmosphere". In contrast, Nishimura teaches deposing 
an Al film on Z semiconductor substrate 1 to form the metallic plate (3) (see Nishimura coL 
10 lines 26-29). Thus, the metallic plate (3) thai is so formed is not provided as havmg all of its 
exterior surfaces exposed to an ambient atmosphere as required by claim 10 

Based on the preceding argument, Applicants respectfully mamtam that Nishimura does 
not anticipate claims 1 0, 28, and 29, and that claims 1 0, 28, and 29 arc ui condition for 
Sl^S Since claim; 1 1, 14, 16, 20, 24, and 27 depend from claim 10, Apphcants contend 
that claims 1 1, 14, 16, 20, 24, and 27 arc likewise in condition for allowance. 
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layCT " Applicants respectfully contend that Kozono does not anticipate claim 10, because 
Kozono docs not teach each and every feature of claim 10. 

As a first reason why Kozono does not teach each and every feature of claim 10, Kozono 

not disclose any material composition for the adhesive 1 4, one may not 
conclude tliat Kozono teaches thai the adhesive 14 is a mineral layer. 

In he Examiner's "Response To Arguments", the Examiner alleges: Kozono dearly 

y^^£SS^skB^a^' Kozono ' s discl r c Tr^Tl? 

induct vT adh^ ive layers. Tlic app lkanThl^not showed any evidence that a conductive 
iSayc^ L never be a mineral layer. Neither has the applicant 
comprises the mineral layer. Thus, Kozono reads on the earned mvcntion. Iherefoie th, 

th« the I Side 35 W § 102(b) requires that Kozono explicitly or nAerently teach that 
31 is a mineral layer, and the Bxaminer has not cited any text wr^anJ^Mo, 
hn Kolono cxDlicitly or iiihere ntN teaches that the adhesive H isa mineral layer. 

adhesive layers^, the Examiner has provided no citation in Kozono to support sard allegata. 
Accordingly, Applicants maintain that Kozono docs not anticipate claim 10. 

As a second reason why Kozono docs not teach each and every feature of claim 10 
Ko/mo docs not teach "forming an adhesion promoter layer on the mineral layer" Ap P hca£s 
SSvdy contends that the mounting plate 13 is not an adhesion promoter as alleged by the 
Sner "instead, the n^ 

I and 13-2 as shown in FIG. 2B and described in col. 4, lines 3-20. Plate 13-1 M an msnlatmg 
nlai > made of a ceramic material and plate 1 3-2 is a metal layer (see Kozono, col. 4 lines 5-6, 
? ^wnieh 

promotion. Therefore, one may not conclude that Kozono teaches that the mounting plate 1 3 .s 

an ^2^^ To Argumcnts » the Bxaminer alleges: In a claim drawn to a 
orocess V^^^^^SL must result in a manipulative di (Terence as compared to the 
E aril TnSse Z plate 13 has the intended use of promoting the adhesion between 
mineral laver 14 and Ihc layer 12 in figure 2a of Kozono". 

£Zp*£* the preceding argument by the Examiner, Applicants respectfully contend 
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that the Kozono'smouutingplatendocs not have <*«*^£^^&£ 
adhesion promoter layer, as explained supra with reference to FIG. 2B and XOL 4 u nes j 
KozoTo The lixamincr has provided no citation in Ko/.ono that supports the Examiner s 
^^i^SSSSa to the intended use cf ptonKHta^ g^be^ mineral 
S^ ndl AccorduT gly^ppu^ maintain that 

Kozono does not anticipate claim iu. ~ ^ ^/ f&tK ' 

As a third reason why Kozono does^oTlcach each and every feature of claim 10 Kozono 
does noueach "forming an adhesion promoter layer on the mineral layer after the step of 
ST. Mineral layer is performed'' (emphasis added). Kozono teaches in col. 3 lines 46-48 
5 Slctor chip mounting plate 13 is fixed to * 

oTlhc ke by means of the adhesive 14", which is not a teaching tha the mounting plate 3 s 
formed on 1 1 adhesive layer 14 after the adhesive layer 14 is forrne^ on £^ 

,„ tVvl „ l . Pce( ii ri tT description in Kozouo is consistent with first forming Uic aonesive 

%Z^S£X*Kl " by *c h~ .Mb, p.a«c .5 on the 

adhesive layer 14. 

Rased on the preceding arguments, Applicants respectfully maintain that Kozono does 
notanticSTc ,a!m Rnd that clahn 10 is in condition for a—. I"""'" 1 
30 ton claim 10, Applicants contend that claims 17-19 and 30 likewise in condition for 
allowance. 
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3 msXJ.|B ,5, 21, 22, 23, and 25, under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a). 

1 he Examine rcjuHwi l ckh , . Applicants have argued 

23, and 25 arc not unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). 
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rp pjr.i.lJSlON A . , . 

Based on the preceding a^nenus, AppUcanls respectfuUy ^ 
10-30 and the entire application meet the acceptance criteria for allowance and ^therefore request 
tomrtk Son. If the Examiner believes that anything farther would be helpful to place the 

tetter condition for allowance, Applicants invites the Examiner to contact 
Applicants' representative at the telephone number listed below. 


Date: 


Schmciscr, Olscn & Watts 
3 Lear Jet Lane, Suite 201 
Latham, New York 121 10 
(518) 220-1850 


Jack P. Friedman 
Registration No. 44,688 
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